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Abstract. —A cafeteria-style study was conducted during the winter for two years with tame mule deer to determine

if there were preferential differences between accessions of forage kochia (Kochia prostrata). Deer consumed
significantly more of P.I. numbers 314929, 330708, and 356826 than any of the other accessions. Other plant adaptive

characteristics and nutritive qualities are also reported.

Forage kochia or perennial summer cypress

(Kochia prostrata) is a widely distributed

shrub native to the arid and semiarid regions

of southern Europe and from northern Africa

to Manchuria (Moghaddam 1978). Forage

kochia was first introduced into the United

States from Russia during the early 1960s

(Keller and Bleak 1974). In its native Russia, it

is commonly associated with Agropyron , es-

pecially crested wheatgrass (A. cristatum)

(Balyan 1972).

There is an increasing interest in forage

kochia as a desirable half-shrub for revegeta-

tion work on many arid and semiarid western

ranges.

Ecotypic variation has been noted by many
researchers (Balyan 1972, Francois 1976,

Keller and Bleak 1974, McArthur and others

1974). Chromosome work indicates that the

accessions we worked with included diploids,

tetraploids, and hexaploids. The P.I. number
314929 was a diploid (McArthur 1984, per-

sonal communication). This same accession

has recently been released as "Immigrant"

forage kochia for forage and erosion control on

greasewood-shadscale, sagebrush-grass, and
pinyon-juniper rangelands of the Intermoun-

tain West (Stevens et al., in press).

Differential preference of wintering mule
deer among accessions of big sagebrush

{Artemisia tridentata) and black sagebrush

(A. nova) has been reported bv Welch et al.

(1981). Also, Van Epps and McKell (1978)

reported differential preference of domestic

sheep for accessions of foui-wing saltbush

(Atriplex canescens).

The purpose of this study was twofold: first

to determine the preference of tame mule
deer for 13 accessions of K. prostrata grown in

a uniform garden, and second to report the

results of research concerned with the nutri-

tive value and use of K. prostrata.

Methods

Four tame mule deer (one buck and three

doe) were used in a cafeteria-style preference

study for two winters, 1978 and 1979. The
second year, three of the four deer were the

same as the first year. Throughout the study,

the deer were given free choice of their spe-

cially formulated and pelleted feed, alfalfa

hay, rolled barley, and water.

Selected accessions of forage kochia (Table

1) were air dried and clipped into 6 to 10 cm
lengths. Samples were randomly assigned to 1

gal plastic buckets placed in a row in a rack in

the deer pen. After 24 hours, each bucket was
weighed and refilled with 120 g of clipped

forage and again randomly placed in the rack.

The test ran for 10 consecutive days each win-

ter.

Analysis of variance was used to determine

if there were significant differences between
treatment means. Newman-Keuls multiple

means test was used to determine the signifi-

cant differences between indixidual means.

Results

Deer consumed significantly more of some
accessions tlian others (Table 1). Deer pre-
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Table 1. Deer preference for selected accessions oi Kochia prostrata , phnit

origin of K. prostrate accessions used in this study.

rockiction lunnhers, soil types, and

Grams/da P.I. number Soil type Location

53. Q''*
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Table 2. In vitro digestibility of winter range forages.
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Table 4. Winter crude protein content of selected ranj^e plants
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